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HERE are no charaéters of our immortal Shakefpeare in 
which dramatic excellence: and hiftorical truth are more 
powerfully .combined than in thofe which conftitute his play of 
Julius Cxfar. This drama: 1s remarkable for containing a greater 





variety of beautiful fentiments than any compofition that ever 
came from the-pen-of man; and that frigid critic will defervedly 
meet our indignation who, upon hearing’ it tead, or feeing it exhi- 
bited, fhall be fo-little. tran{ported with its ‘excellence, as to remind 
us, that it is deficient in.the unitiés of timé and place : 








Vetabo ———— 3 
: Suid iifaders 
Sit trabibus, fragilemque mecum 
Solvet. Phafelum ———— + + or. 


This play has been cenfured, but certainly without juftice, for 
the converfation which. takes place‘at its opening, between Flavius, 
Matullus, and certain holiday-makiug Plebeians. This, fay fome 


delicate critics, is low humour, ifl-fuited to tlre grandeur of the 
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So much for the introduction of this play. 
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bufinefs which follows, and unlikely to have paffed between the 
Commons and their Tribunes. They who make fuch obfervations 


“muft-be told, that the lower clafs of an hardy and free people and ‘' 


the Romans were a then quite reduced to flavery) are diftin- 
guifhed by, a eertant depres | of faucy awit, ‘atid a fondnefs for joking 
with their fuperiors, particularly when a feftival (as this was of the 


_Lupercal) gives a kind of licence_ to fuch indulgences. The. 


Englifhman’s obfervation muft have been ftrangely limited, who has 
not noticed fuch a tendency in the commonalty of his own country. 
Upon the whole, I cannot but ‘confider this as happy an introduction 
of a good play as can be met with in the works of the moft artful 
dramatift. Marullus’s fpeech to‘the-mob is certainly fufficient ta 
make the fcene a valuable one, had.it no other worth ; particularly 
that part of it wherein he reproves the citizens for their ingratitude 
to Pompey, in attending the triumph of his conqueror Cefar : 


** Oh, you hard hearts! you cruel men.of Rome! 

«* Knew you nat Pompey? Many a time and oft 8 
‘¢- Have, you climb’d up to walls and battlements, 

“To tow’rs and windows, yea, to chimneyetops, 

‘¢ Your infants in your arms; and there have fat 

«¢ The live-long day, with patient expectation, 

“« To fee great Pompey pafs the ftreets of Rome: 

4* And when you faw his chariot but appear, 

*¢ Have you not, &c. &c.” 


This pathetic fpeech has the effet for which indeed it is fo adm- 
rably calculated. The multitude is difperfed, taking fhame to 
themfelves; and Flavius adds, 


*¢ See whe’r their bafeft metal be not mov’d, 
‘ They vanith tongue-tied in their guiltinefs.” 


, I thall now examine 
the character of Mark Antony, who, if not the hero of the piece, 


is certainly one of the leading perfons init, The minute exattnefs 
wath which our poet has followed Plutarch in moft inftances, leaves 


us 
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. cus little room‘to doubt, ‘that he had earneftly' confulted that excel- 
‘Jent biographer, in order to give his characters as much of hiftorical 
‘truth as was. confiftent with the plan of his drama. Mark Antony 
“uppeats to me “the-only charaéter in which truth is facrificed to 
upoetry, “But Shakefpeare perhaps ‘knew, that, had he-reprefeated 
chim in tis true colours, he mut have given‘up his moft perfeé& 
dramatic chara@ter, “atid-have -difpufted this audience, by the exhi- 
‘bition of a! mean, drunken, brutal, and, I believe, an ignorant 
folder: “Perhaps, from, Platarch it would not’ be poffible for our 
_podt, of anyother perfon, ‘to have extracted afatisfattory and deci- 
five vhiftory of that Roman ‘who created fuch confufion, and fo 
difgraced: the annals of his country, : Between the mildnefs and 
anoderation of his biographer Plutarch, and the vehemence and 
rancour of his great political enetny Cicero, it-is probable, that an 
‘account might be furnifhed’ more thoroughly -illuttrating his true 
-charatter than that which ‘thould'be taken from the fingle record of 
either of thofe writers. Plutarch tells ‘us, that he addicted himielf 
‘to the ftudy of oratory at Athens; but he does not add, that he 
made ‘any proficiency in that ftience. Cicero fidicules him for his 
‘general ignorance,’ and his particular inability to {peak. ‘Shakefpeare, 
‘on the contrary, has made him a moft eloquent and perfuafive orator. 
‘Plutarch. mentions, ‘that he {poke over ‘the ‘dead body of Czfar. 
Cicero has alluded:to his {peech in.termns, perhaps, ironical, calling 
it, ** preeclara oratic.”” And Shakefpeare has given the fubftance 
of that {peech, which, though moft excellent in itfelf, is certainly 
‘not fuch a one as Antony was ‘likely to have delivered. The art 
‘of this fpeech confifts inthe appearance of blunt and honeft fim- 
‘plicity in the fpeaker, which Antony would not probably have 
‘aflumed, ‘becaufe he-could not have carried it through. The patti- 
-eular ftyle of ‘oratory to which he had devoted his ftudies, weé are 
‘told, was the Afiatic, or. diffufe and flowery. Here, however, 
‘every. thing is plain; no: rhetorical flourifh, no circumlocution, 
‘no unneceflary or ornamental Epithet: « He only /peadi right on." 
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And while he is declaring to ‘his hearers, that ‘¢ be comes not to 
Real away their hearts ;—that ‘* be is no orator, as Brutus is; 
‘“< but, as they knew bim all, a plain, blunt man,. that loves : bis 
«friend ;” he has, in’ faét,. fo ftolen away. their shearts, as to have 
reduced the mob entirely to his own management, and fo eftablithed 
-his own oratory fuperior.to that.of Brutus, .as to have reverfed 
every inclination ofthe people, to,fupport.the enemies of Cefar. 
Had he ,attained to this degree. of eloquence, it is not probable, 
that Plutarch would have left fo thining .a qualification unmen- 
tioned ; or. that Cicero would have ftigmatized hum for his ftupidity, 
which he. does frequently.in his Philippics, , particularly the fecond. 
<* Homo humanitatis expers, et vite.communis ignarus;” and again, 
* fultitiam incredsbilem videte.”—*+ Quid habes, quod mibi opponas, bomo 
"6 diferte 2° =m Ego. quoque te difertum putabo fi oftenderis, quomodo 
<< fis eos inter ficarios defenfurus,”— Fam invideo magifiro tuo, qui te 
“< tantd mercede, quantam jam proferam nihil fapere, doceat.” ** Quid 
‘enim eff. minus, non dico.oratoris, fed hominis, quam id objicere aa- 
«“ verfario, quad ille, fiverbo megarity longius progredi non poffit, qui 
$ objecerit?”” Soon after, in the fame fpeech, he contemptuoufly 
adds: ** Hecut colligeres, Lomo amentiffime, tot. dies.in aliend villd 
“< declamafti2” ‘Duo millia jugerum campi.Leontini Sexto Cledia 
“* Rhetori afigndfii, ut.pro tantd mercede nibil fapere difceres.” Thefe 
paffages are cited only to prove, that Mark Antony was: not «fo 
great an orator as Shakefpeare had made him, fince Cicero adopts 
as a fit. fubje& for raillery, throughout his:Philippics, his defi- 
ciencies in the feience of elocution, and the general uncultivated 
{tate of his mind. Theimpreffion left upon our minds, refpeéting 
Shakefpeare's reprefentation -of this character is, that he was net 
indeed free from vices; but endued with a -fufficient number of 
good qualities to conciliate our favour: that he was brave and 
generous.; ‘* one that loved his friend;” polite, debauched, and 
eloquent. I believe it would be difficult to fix any of thefe quali- 
ties upon him from true hiftory, except his debauchery, which 


was 
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was of the moft ignominieus kind. His bravery is by no means 
eftablithed. It is recorded, that he was the firft man who leaped 
thé ramparts in the attack upon Ariftobulus; but the fame hiftorian 
tells us, that the battles were generally attended with greater 
fuccefs in which he was not prefent. His conduct at the 
battle of Actium, and his fubfequent behaviour, betrayed no 
fymptoms of that “bravery fo celebrated: add to’all this, his un- 
manly affaflination of Cicero, and the alternate cruelty and meannefs 
which chara¢terized the infamous triumvirate, Antony, O€tavius, and 
‘Lepidus, when they furnifhed out their profcription of friends and 
relations. His generofity was indulged at an eafy rate. He heaped 
honours upon Brutus —after he was dead; and when death had made 
Archelaus no longer his enemy, he took care that he fhould not be 
‘buried ignominioufly. Plutarch has commendéd his munificence 
in fuch a manner as to make it doubtful, whether he is not’ at. the 
fame time cenfuring his parfimony. In his comparifon between 
Antony and Demetrius, he has thefe words: “ Ev rowuy ess raw 
*© errcwepeveay Av)wvit To PiAodwpov xees ftryacdodanpoy éy @ TOT¥)ov UmEpaupe 
as Anyrioios wale sapsrwobas tolg woreusog dow ux edwne Tag Pidcic 
‘© Avlanos.”” ** One thing is praife-worthy in Antony, namely, 
**the frequency and magnificence of his prefents; in which, 
however, Demetrius fo excelled him, as to give more to his 
“< enemies than Antony gave-to his friends.” 

Let. us now examine the ftability of his friendfhip. His 
unmanly and capricious condu@ toward his friends is one of 
his diftinguifhed qualities. He began and finifhed his life with 
two notorious inftances of defertion. He firft attached himfelf to 
Curio, a name known only to difgrace human nature. That 
he deferted fuch an affociate might have given fome hopes of 
his amendment; but, as if refolved to form no honourable attach- 
ment, he exchanged the-friendfhip. of Curio for that of Clodius, 
whom, when in danger from his feditious defigns againft the ftate, 
he deferted, and betook himfelf to his Rudies at Athens, Plutarch 

‘ fays, 
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fays, in his comparifon -betwetn Antony and Demetrius, that 
“ ghey perifoed ini the fame manner.” Demetrius, however, was 
deferted by his ‘friends, aud) Antony, was. himfelf .a deferter. 
Demetrius’s ctime:-was,, that he made himfelf odious to his fol- 
lowers; and Antony's, that he:deferted thofe who were’ attached 
to. him, and had ferved him faithfully. The end of both, was 
dithonourable. The former died’ a captive and’ a flave; the latter, 
a coward and a run+a-way. ! 

That Antony was polite, or, as Enobatbus calls him in Shake- 
{peare, ** our courteous Antony,” no one will readily, agree to who is 
acquainted with the Philippies of Cicero, in which, after every 
allowance is made for'the bittetnefs of an enemy, and the capacity 
of that orator 'to vilify or extol his fubje&, fufficient proof is efta- 
blithed, that he is a fordid and fottifh debauchee, content with 
gratifying his luftsin the loweft. and moft.ignominious manner. 
His difhonefty is fufficiently. apparent m his. forgeries of Ceefar’s 
‘Will Thus «inuch for that..excellent | dramatic charaéter Mark 
‘Antony; in the: exhibition: of .whichs perhaps, it may. be faid, 
the farther the poet bas departed fron the truth of bifery, .the nearer 
he has-approached to the excellence of: the drama. 
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